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REMARKS 

Claims 1-25 are pending in the application and stand rejected. 

Rejection under 35 IJ.S.f: § 109 

Claims 1-6, 10, and 16-17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,094,479 to Lindeberg et al. In particular, the Examiner finds that, with regard 
to chum 1, Lindeberg discloses all of the claimed limitations. Applicants have review* the 
reference whh care, paying particular attention to the passages cited., and are compelled to 
respectfully disagree with the Examiner's characterization of this reference. Claim 1 recites 
among others, a subscriber telephony component executed by processing mean, belongmg to the 
communication platform and connectable to an external subscriber's information system through 
a pnvate data channel. The Examiner alleges that Lindeberg ^closes a subscriber telephony 
component executed by processing means because the claimed processing means read on the call 
control functions (CCFs) within the service switching points (SSPs) 241 and 245 disclosed at 
col. 6, hues 45-60, which according to the Examiner "does the actual functionality of the 
swuch r However, there is nothing in this passage that xs related to a subscriber telephony 
component. It is true that the CCF is described by Lindeberg as 'the core of the traditional 
telephony switch which performs the actual switching of the calls." However, the SSPs that 
incorporate these CCFs are part of the "intelligent network 200" and have nothing whatsoever to 
do w,th a subscriber telephony component. In iact, there is no disclosure whatsoever in 
Lindeberg related to a subscriber telephony component. 

The Examiner appears to equate Applicants' claimed subscriber telephony component to 
the customer domain 250 of Lindeberg, as noted in the rejection of claim 2: "Lindeberg teaches 
subsenber telephony component (it may reads on customer domain 250 for example in Fig 1) i, 
comprised of an intelligent agent (read, on CF 253..." This interpretation is mcorrect, and runs 
dtrectly contrary to the Examiner's earlier assertion that the processing means of the subscriber 
telephony component are the CCFs which, as noted above, are in the intelligent network not in 
the customer domain. Obviously, the alleged subscriber telephony component cannot be m the 
customer domain if it incorporates components that are clearly disclosed as being in the 
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indigent network. The Examiner wrars l0 h atttmpting ,„ jojn ^ 
Lmdcrberg fa a totaUy da*™ manner from what Lindeberg actuauy disc.oses i„ ordc , t(J 
support Ihe anticipation rejecuon, and to be interpret each of tee components in whichever 
manner ■ „ most convenient for each particular claim rejection. Applicant, respectfully submit 
that clatm 1 is in fact patentable over Linderberg became Lindeberg does not disclose a 
subsenber telephony component having the claimed .unitations. Should the Examiner disagree 
Apphcants respectfully re0 ues, bin, ,o ^m^im^ix ^ ou , wh(Jre Llndebera ' 
discloses this feature in accordance with 37 C.F.R. 1 . 1 04( c ) 2 . 

Claims 2-W depend from claim 1. In view ofthe above discussion, i, is submted u,at 
chum 1 is allowable, and for this reason claims MO are also allowable. 

Claims 1., ,o, 18-20.nd23-25 s ^ roj eo,ed«forme S amereasonsasdi S c„ S sedabove 
wtth respect to Cairn 1." data , , reci.es a subscriber telephony component having imitations 
corresponding to the subscriber telephony component recited in claim , . Therefore Appiicams 
sub™, that claim , , is in &cl pa , entable over fc ^ ^ ^ _ ^ ^ 

above wdh regards to claim 1. Claims 16 and 23-25 all recite an in, e „ igent agenl , ^ ^ 
Exammer has made no showing of Iceberg discing m ^ ^ ^ ^ 

these Cairns. Apphcants preMM thal „,„ ^ ^ ^ 

agent w,a, th e subscriber tetephony component that the Examiner al leges to be disclosed i„ 
Lm cberg. However, as p re vious ly explained with regards ,„ churn 1, Lindeberg docs no, in f„ 
disclose such a subscriber telephony component. AppUcams therefore respecrftlUy submit ,„a, 
claims 16 and 23-25 are also patentable over Lindeberg. 

C, ^ I8 - 2 0^fiomclaiml6.mviewofmeabovediscus,i„n,i,issubnut,edtba, 
claim 16 is allowable, and for this reason claims 18-20 are also allowable. 

Rejection u nder 35 ITS C K im 

Claims 7-9, 12-15, and 21-22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as bemg 
unpatentable over Lindeberg in view of U.S. Pat. No. 6,647,109 to Henderson. Claim, 7-9. 12 
15, and 2,-22 depend variously from claim 1, 1 1, and 16. "If an independent claim is Obvious 
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under 35 U.S.C. 1 03, then any claim depending therefrom is nonobvious." /„ Fine 837 P 2d 

1071 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Ci, 1988). Wore, in light of the above disown of claims , 

1 1 and 16, Applicants submit that claims 7-9, 12-15, and 21-22 are also allowable. 



AppHcants are thankful ibr the Examiner's acknowledgment of, and agreement with 
Applicants' previously submitted arguments. 

In view of the above, Applicants submit that the application is now in condition for 
allowance and respectfully urge the Examiner to pass this case to issue. 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees which maybe required or 
credit overpayment to deposit account no. 08-2025. m particular, if tins response is not timelv 
filed, the Commoner is authorized to treat this response as includmg a potion to extend the 
tunc period pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) requesting an extension of time of the number of 
months necessary to make this response timely filed and the petition fee due in connection 
therewith may be charged to deposit account no. 08-2025. 



Ms "■"apogee bei.. e deposited with 
the Umted Slates Post Service with sufficient posogeTfi^t cb» 

Box !4>0, Alexandra, VA 22313-1450 on 



Janu ary 10, 2005 

(Dale of TrarsmiSiion) 



Respectfully submitted, 



Mia Kim 



(Name of Person Transmitting) 
(Signature) 
(Date) 



Robert Popa 

Attorney for Applicants 
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